THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COURTS AND THE OTHER ARMS OF GOVERNMENT IN PROMOTING AND PROTECTING SOCIO-ECONOMIC RIGHTS IN SOUTH AFRICA: WHAT ABOUT SEPARATION OF POWERS?

DM Davis

The model of constitutional democracy which is envisaged in the 1996 text of the Constitution of the Republic of South Africa (the Constitution) has been described as promoting 'a thick' conception of democracy. It is concerned with the empowerment of all citizens to participate in decisions that are crucial to the outcome of their life choices. At its most basic promise, the Constitution promotes a model of participatory democracy, by creating a series of representative institutions and enabling participation in decision making, both inside and outside of these institutions. Expressed differently, the Constitution promotes both participation through regular elections and enshrines a principle of accountability in terms of which government can be held accountable for particular aspects of its policy, particularly those which fail to pass constitutional muster. That leads to the second component of the model which introduces a substantive set of guarantees to ensure participation. The idea is that various institutions of State should work to promote and to vindicate basis democratic principles which are directed to accountable control of decision making and substantive political equality between citizens. This provision extends beyond a mere negative obligation not to act in a manner that will infringe or restrict a right. Rather it entails positive duties on the State to take deliberate reasonable measures to give effect to all the fundamental rights contained in the Bill of Rights.
In their majority judgment in Glenister, Moseneke DCJ and Cameron J noted that implicit in section 7(2):
is the requirement that the steps the State takes to respect, protect, promote and fulfil the constitutional obligations must be reasonable and effective.
The two justices continue:
3 Now plainly there are many ways in which the state can fulfil its duty to take positive measures to respect, protect, promote and fulfil the rights in the Bill of Rights. This Court will not be prescriptive as to what measures the state takes as long as they fall within the range of possible conduct that a reasonable decision maker in the circumstances may adopt.
In this case, the Court considered that the State was required to take account of its international obligations in order to curb corruption in society and hence to ensure the creation of an independent entity which would combat corruption.
4
The principles developed in Glenister followed, to a considerable extent, the approach which had previously been adopted by the Constitutional Court with regard to the enforcement of social and economic rights. In Mazibuko v City of
Ordinarily it is institutionally inappropriate for a court to determine precisely what the achievement of any particular social and economic right entails and what steps government should take to ensure the progressive realisation of the right. This is a matter in the first place for the legislature and executive … indeed it is desirable as a matter of democratic accountability that they should do so for it is their programs and promises that are subjected to democratic popular choice.
I have cited these important dicta from the Constitutional Court to emphasise that, in seeking to remain true to the twin principles that I have outlined, our Constitution envisages a dialogical conception of constitutional democracy. The three spheres of Political power must present itself as conditioned -as giving expression to the constitutional order. The highest power in the community is thus sovereign only on condition that it is not; because on condition that its actions are valid, because imputed to the constitution that establishes the conditions by which the popular will can be expressed as sovereign. Law and democracy are reconciled only via the suppression of a paradox. Need we repeat, then, against all those who proclaim the return of the political in law, that constitutional politics is compromised politics, to the same measure that legal discourse is a compromised instance of practical discourse.
The tension between democracy and constitutional law plays out in uneven ways.
Let me illustrate the most obvious problem: compliance with orders of courts. I accept that in numerous cases over the two decades of democracy the legislative arm of government has fashioned policy in terms of parameters fashioned by the courts. Similarly, specific policy which has been developed by the executive has taken account of the human rights jurisprudence developed by the courts over the past 18 years.
But there are signs of an increased and thus disturbing tension. Obviously, the most prominent of these cases relates to the difficulty which the Democratic Alliance has It is disquieting that the second respondent (DG of Home Affairs) did not see fit to consult with the standing committee before taking the decision to close the reception office (which was in Port Elizabeth and was used by refugees).
Mr Justice Pickering went on to observe: 10 Second respondent was required to consult with the standing committee should he be contemplating the closure of one of the reception offices with all of the negative and prejudicial consequences to vulnerable asylum seekers which would ensue therefrom.
My understanding is that the Department petitioned the Supreme Court of Appeal unsuccessfully but has continued to act regardless of this result. There had been a number of cases in which the same conduct has manifested itself and which has further required litigation without any apparent attempt by the Department to reflect upon the implications of whether its conduct complies with the highest standards of human rights. been deported from Namibia to Somalia through OR Tambo International Airport, were held in an inadmissible facility at that airport. The Minister of Home Affairs contended that, while the applicants were in this facility they were not legally in South Africa and hence South African authorities and courts held no jurisdiction over them. This argument was firmly rejected by the Supreme Court of Appeal.
Bertelsmann AJA held: 12 The argument that a South African court has no jurisdiction over the inadmissible facility by virtue of the fiction that it does not form part of the Republic's territory is wrong.
A legal mistake by the Department is understandable, namely, that it is possible to be given incorrect advice which is then corrected by the courts. What is much more problematic is the following observation by Bertelsmann AJA, on behalf of the Supreme Court of Appeal:
13
It is a matter of a comment that the respondents were parties to that matter (Lawyers for Human Rights case) and the Constitutional Court rejected a similar argument that was advanced in the court below and before us.
There are numerous similar examples that should trigger a concern. 14 As I hope I have made clear, the relationship between courts and other arms of government should be in a process of creative tension. But the emphasis should be on the creative. In other words, the object of the exercise is to ensure that all policy complies with the framework of our Constitution in general and the human rights guarantees in Chapter 2 in particular.
This background is not irrelevant to the specific topic of my paper. As Rosenberg That principle has however been deployed with greater caution in subsequent cases.
Accordingly, in Mazibuko the court set out a very clear definition of its role: 17
When challenged as to its policies relating to socio and economic rights, the government agency must explain why the policy is reasonable. Government must disclose what it has done to formulate the policy: Its investigation and research, the alternatives considered, and the reasons why the options underlying the policy was selected. The Constitution does not require government to be held to an impossible standard of perfection. Nor does it require courts to take over the tasks that in a democracy should properly be reserved for the democratic arms of the government. Simply put, through the institution of the courts, government can be called upon to account as citizens for its decision. This understanding of socio and economic rights litigation accords with the founding values of our Constitution and, in particular, the principles that government should be responsive, accountable and open.
Much criticism has been lodged against this approach, particularly for the failure of the Court to define and evaluate the interests at stake in the case; in other words, the evaluation of the interests of many households with insufficient water to meet their basic needs and who considered that the provision of their basic needs, as enshrined in the Constitution, had been frustrated by the policy of the City, as weighed up against the claim of the City that it had more pressing policy priorities, The three arms of government have very clear distinct functions. Those must be respected. The function of this Parliament is to legislate and conduct oversight… that is its job. Whilst it is the arm that makes the laws, it does not interpret the laws. That is the duty of the judiciary that must check whether this arm has taken all the necessary constitutional understanding in making the law to ensure that it is not infringing on the Constitution. Is the law constitution?
That is the job of the judiciary. The executive must run the country; that is the job of the judiciary. The executive must run the country; that is its duty. In the process of all of this, these different arms respect one another. They work together, they must coordinate this, because they belong to one and the same state.
In turn, this line of argument has been used to suggest that the judiciary, because it does not 'run the country', should not intrude into core areas of social and economic policy. This observation is then invoked as a justification for an approach of extreme deference when deciding upon all aspects of government policy. The separation required by the Constitution between the legislature and executive on the one hand and the courts on the other, must be upheld, otherwise the role of the courts as an independent arbiter of issue involving the division of powers between the various spheres of government, and legality of legislative and executive action measures against the Bill of Rights and other provisions of the Constitution will be undermined.
The court has consistently noted that the doctrine of separation of powers does not mean that a court is impotent when faced with a constitutional challenge to a confirmed the rule that executive decisions may be set aside only if they are irrational. He said that the rule that: 21 they are not ordinarily to be set aside because they are merely unreasonable or procedurally unfair has been adopted precisely to ensure that the principle of separation of powers is respected and given full effect.
He then went on to explain:
22
It is therefore difficult to conceive how the separation of powers can be said to be undermined by the rationality enquiry. The only possible connection might be that rationality has a different meaning and content if separation of powers is involved then otherwise. In other words, the question whether the means adopted are rationally related to the ends and executive decision-making cases somehow involves a lower threshold than in relation to precisely the same decision involving the same process in the administrative context. This is wrong. Rationality does not conceive of differing thresholds. It cannot be suggested that the decision that would be irrational in an administrative law setting might mutate into a rational decision if the decision being evaluated was an executive one. The separation of powers has nothing to do with whether a decision is rational. In these circumstances the principle of separation of powers is not of particular importance in this case. Either the decision is rational or it is not.
What becomes important in assessing the task of courts when faced with the invocation of the doctrine of separation of powers appears to be less an emphasis about the doctrine and more about how a court works within the confines of the doctrine to promote a better dialogue between the legislature, executive and the courts. In turn the task should be directed to improve the principle of democratic accountability of public institutions and their commitment to constitutional rights. 
Conclusion
When courts police constitutional boundaries in which the executive or legislature operates, they must do so not in order to undermine the work of the other arms of government but rather because the Constitution is supreme and all policy formulation and the execution thereof must be constitutionally compliant. When the doctrine of separation of powers is invoked as an argument that 'policy is not for the judges', this doctrine itself has no unambiguous content that prevents the judicial function in enforcing social and economic rights. 
